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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This historic context, Housing an Air Force and a Navy: The Wherry and Capehart Era
Solutions to the Postwar Family Housing Shortage (1949-1962), was prepared to support the
Departments of the Air Force and the Navy in executing the Program Comment for Capehart and
Wherry Era Housing at Air Force and Navy Bases. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
issued the draft program comment on 10 September 2004 and the final comment on 18 November
2004. The Department of the Air Force and the Department of the Navy published their acceptance of
the program comment in the Federal Register on 18 November 2005. This programmatic treatment
for residential properties was developed in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, to take into consideration the effects of future
management activities upon Air Force and Navy housing constructed between 1949 and 1962.

The provisions for Program Comments contained in 36 CFR 800.14(e) of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations were applied by the Air Force and the Navy in
developing an integrated and cost-effective approach to NHPA requirements that is consistent with the
Air Force’s and Navy’s need to provide quality military family housing. The programmatic treatment
includes the current study, neighborhood design guidelines, a brochure for developers highlighting the
Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit program, and oral interviews with former residents of Air Force and
Navy Capehart and Wherry era family housing. In addition, the Air Force and the Navy were required
to identify Properties of Particular Importance as part of the revised and expanded context study. The
Air Force and Navy will consider the Properties of Particular Importance in planning efforts.

Wherry and Capehart era family housing is included in the real property inventories of all
three branches of the U.S. Armed Forces. A total of 25,770 single-family and multi-family buildings
dating from the era currently are located at Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps installations and are
subject to a current housing privatization initiative. The 2006 Air Force inventory includes 19,965
buildings from the period. The Navy family housing inventory includes 6,151 buildings and the
Marine Corps inventory incorporates 2,665 buildings.

The current study supplements an earlier investigation, Housing an Army: The Wherry and
Capehart Era Solutions to the Postwar Family Housing Shortage (1949-1962), prepared for the
United States Army Environmental Center (USAEC). This earlier study developed an historic context
for Army housing of the era and included discussions on the broad social history of housing in the
postwar United States, changing Army demographics, the legislative history of the Wherry and
Capehart Acts, and housing design. The current investigation expands upon this earlier Army work to
present data on the Air Force and the Navy housing programs. The two studies are independent, but
complementary investigations. R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc., completed the current
investigation on behalf of the Departments of the Air Force and the Navy through the U.S. Army
Medical Research Acquisition Activity (USAMRAA).

The armed forces faced an unprecedented family housing shortage in the years following
World War II. This housing shortage strained Air Force and Navy morale and impacted personnel
retention rates. The Air Force and the Navy sought to solve their housing shortages through the
construction of dwellings comparable to those found in the civilian market.

Congress traditionally funded Navy construction through the Federal appropriations process.
The Air Force, which was established in 1947, had no established housing program. Generally, Air
Force housing stock historically was associated with Army Airfields; these assets were transferred to
the Air Force after the service was created. In the first years of the postwar military housing shortage,




Congress authorized the construction of family housing but limited appropriations. Low funding
levels translated to slow progress in meeting military family housing demand.

The Wherry Act and later Capehart Act were the legislative vehicles for addressing the
military family housing shortage. Innovative solutions were developed involving the private sector
through financial incentives administered by the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). Between
1949 and 1962, an estimated 62,475 Wherry units and 77,208 Capehart family housing units were
added to the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps family housing inventories. The Air Force
constructed a significantly larger number of units than the Navy due to the fact that it was the newest
of the military services and it had the smallest number of housing units in its inventory. In fact, the
Air Force constructed more Capehart units than the Army and Navy combined. The Wherry and
Capehart units were augmented through the construction of an additional 6,607 housing units built
through the Federal appropriations process. Table 1 summarizes Wherry and Capehart housing built
between 1949 and 1962, and the current inventory.

Table 1. Wherry and Capehart Housing Constructed between 1949 and 1962
and Current Inventory

Service Wherry Units Capehart Units
1949-1962 Current 1949-1962 Current
Inventory Inventory Inventory Inventory
Air Force 38,014 5,388 62,816 19,933
Navy 17,434 3,196 10,020 7,049
Marines 7,027 496 4,372 2,786

Note: See Appendices D and E for breakdowns by installation

Source: For historic inventory, see Page D-1. For current inventory, Air Force Real Property Inventory (RPI),
Internet Navy Facility Assets Data Store Management System Database (iNFADS)

Implementation of the Wherry and Capehart programs was a complex process. Base
Commanders provided general information to sponsors on base housing needs and were involved in
the preliminary design and site selection for Wherry and Capehart era neighborhoods. Installations
assumed responsibility for selecting the civilian architects and developers. The Army Corps of
Engineers, in the case of the Air Force, and the Bureau of Yards and Docks, in the case of the Navy,
acted as construction managers. Each service consulted with the FHA to ensure compliance with FHA
guidelines, and provided project oversight applying program criteria and department policies and
instructions for Wherry and Capehart proposals.

Per-unit size and cost limitations resulted in a housing stock characterized by restrained
exterior design, uniformity, and standardization in plans and materials. Neighborhoods were created
that were dominated by single-family and duplex dwellings and that reflected the plans of civilian
housing developments in street plan, lot organization, and landscaping.

Wherry and Capehart era military housing represents a nationwide construction campaign that
reflected significant changes in the peacetime military. When constructed, the Wherry and Capehart
era buildings and neighborhoods reflected their era of construction through such character-defining
features such as windows and doors, exterior materials, roof form and sheathing, landscaping and,
amenities. Many Wherry and Capehart era neighborhoods have undergone considerable change since
constructed during the 1950s and 1960s.




In accordance with the Program Comment published by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, the Air Force and the Navy reviewed the historic context study to identify potential
properties of particular importance. Based on the analysis of the historic context, the following
properties were identified as properties of particular importance within the Wherry and Capehart era
due to their historical association and resource integrity:

o Three senior officer housing designed in the International Style by Richard J. Neutra located at
Mountain Home Air Force Base, which represent the work of an important architect for the
military under the Capehart Act, and

e The Catalina Heights neighborhood at Naval Base Ventura County as a collection of Capehart
program dwellings that collectively convey the principles of postwar suburbanization adapted
to a military context.

The current illustrated study is the result of an integrated program of archival research, site
investigation, data analysis, and report preparation undertaken in 2005. The results of the study are
presented in the following technical report.







2.0 INTRODUCTION AND METHODS
2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Department of the Air Force (Air Force) and the Department of the Navy (Navy) are the
stewards of historic properties located on their installations. These non-renewable resources include
properties associated with the historical development of the Air Force and the Navy, as well as
resources important in American history and prehistory. Cultural resources include real property,
personal property, records, and community resources. Historic properties are defined as those
resources that possess those qualities of significance and integrity necessary for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]). The Air Force and the Navy undertake ongoing
programs to identify, evaluate, and manage their vast collections of cultural and historic resources in
accordance with Federal laws, directives, and Air Force and Navy regulations.

As part of the Conference Committee Report to the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal
Year 1997, Congress directed the armed services to develop strategies to reduce costs associated with
the management of historic properties. The large inventory of family housing constructed under the
Wherry and Capehart era programs (1949-1962) presented a unique opportunity to develop an
innovative and cost-effective programmatic approach to compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended. The Air Force and the Navy developed a
programmatic treatment for the management of Wherry and Capehart era housing as a class of
resources that addressed both the Congressional mandate and the requirements of Section 106.

A total of 6,151 Wherry and Capehart era buildings currently are located at Navy installations,
2,665 buildings are located at Marine Corps installations, and 16,954 buildings are found at Air Force
installations. This housing stock is approaching or has attained the 50-year age generally required for
consideration for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, as well as consideration under
Section 106 of NHPA. To take into account the effects of management activities on Wherry and
Capehart era housing that might be historic, the Air Force and the Navy utilized the provisions for
Program Comments contained in 36 CFR 800.14(¢) of the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s regulations. The programmatic treatment for this class of military housing includes this
current study, which expands the earlier historic context prepared for the U.S. Army Environmental
Center, Housing an Army: The Wherry and Capehart Era Solutions to the Postwar Family Housing
Shortage (1949-1962); neighborhood design guidelines; a brochure for private developers highlighting
the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit program; and, oral interviews with past Air Force and Navy
residents of Wherry and Capehart era housing.

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This report is the first phase of this proactive, programmatic approach to Wherry and Capehart
era Air Force and Navy family housing. The study discusses post-World War II Air Force and Navy
demographics and impacts upon family housing needs, and summarizes the broad social history of
post-World War II suburbanization, housing trends, and low-cost housing programs. Legislative
solutions to the housing shortage are explored in detail. The report identifies architects, contractors,
and builders associated with the Wherry, Capehart, and appropriated-funds housing programs, as well
as regional styles and types of buildings constructed under the programs.

Named for their sponsors in the U.S. Senate, the Wherry (1949-1956) and Capehart (1955-
1962) programs addressed the severe housing shortage and substandard conditions of existing military
housing endemic to active military installations at the end of World War II. A limited number of units




were constructed using funds appropriated by Congress. This housing was concurrent with the
Wherry and Capehart programs. Although some units were constructed as early as 1949, the majority
of family housing units constructed under this program were built in the late 1950s and early 1960s
during a period of increased appropriations for military construction. During the lives of the
respective programs, approximately 62,475 Wherry housing units, approximately 77,208 Capehart
housing units, and approximately 6,607 appropriated-funds housing units were designed and
constructed for the Air Force and the Navy.

Previous contextual studies focused on the legislative background and program
implementation for these housing programs. Other investigations have been completed for resources
at individual installations. The current study expands the earlier historic context, Housing an Army:
The Wherry and Capehart Era Solutions to the Postwar Family Housing Shortage (1949 — 1962) to
include data on the Air Force and the Navy. The current historic context is designed as an
independent study that supplements the Army investigation.

Federal family housing policy during the immediate postwar years through the 1950s was
complex. This policy included more than 30 legislative programs with differing goals and
requirements (Bailey 1958:30). These housing programs included dwellings constructed under Title 11
and Title VI of the National Housing Act of 1934. The housing policy also included Housing and
Home Finance Agency (HHFA) disposal programs. In some cases, the Navy attempted to acquire
previously constructed Public Housing Administration units to address its own needs. The Air Force
and the Navy also constructed trailer parks to alleviate their housing shortage.

Off-base residential neighborhoods also were built during this period for military personnel
and are not currently included in the Air Force and Navy family housing inventories. These
neighborhoods contain dwellings constructed under Title IX, Public Law 139. This law resulted in the
construction of approximately 50,500 permanent housing units by authorizing Federal mortgage
insurance to private enterprises. Dwellings constructed under Title IX were excluded historically in
tabulations of military family housing due to their private ownership and because they were not
restricted to military occupancy.

The current investigation focuses on Air Force and Navy housing in the active inventory of
military property that was constructed under the Wherry Act and the Capehart Act, and through
Federal appropriations during the period 1949-1962. Housing units constructed under other
programs; defense housing, which was sold to private parties; and housing whose ownership was
transferred to local governments were excluded from the current study. Current Air Force and Navy
inventories identify housing units in the active inventory and do not capture units originally
constructed as family housing and later converted to other uses.

2.3 HISTORIC CONTEXT APPROACH
2.3.1 Definition of the Historic Context

A historic context is a theoretical framework that is used to group information on related
properties based on a theme, geographic area, and chronological period. Housing an Air Force and a
Navy: The Wherry and Capehart Era Solutions to the Postwar Family Housing Shortage (1949-1962)
provides a framework for assessing the relative significance of family housing constructed between
1949 and 1962 that is located at active Air Force and Navy bases. National Register Bulletin 24
Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for Preservation Planning (National Park Service [NPS] 1985)




and Bulletin 15 How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (NPS 1995) provided
technical guidance in the development of the historic context.

The three elements of a historic context are time period, geographic area, and theme. This
study explores the historic context defined as:

Time Period: 1949-1962
Geographic Area: United States
Theme: Air Force and Navy Family Housing Construction.

The time period defined for this project comprises the years 1949-1962, the active period of
the Wherry and Capehart Acts. It includes events initiated under the Wherry Act and extends to
events directly related to the expiration of the Capehart Act in October 1962. In addition, the study
addresses dwellings constructed using military construction funds appropriated through Congress.
The geographic area for this study is the United States, including the contiguous 48 states, Alaska, and
Hawaii.

The themes explored in this project relate to the Air Force’s and the Navy’s post-World War 11
family housing construction program. The properties associated with these themes represent several
facets of history. The research design for this project focused on developing three historic themes
within the historic context:

(1) military — changing military demographics and their relationship to the
Cold War Air Force and Navy organizational structures;

(2) social history — the relationship between Wherry and Capehart era housing
and the broad trends of post-World War II suburbanization; and,

(3) architecture — the evolution of mass-produced housing represented by the
Wherry and Capehart era units and associations with prominent architects
and builders.

The United States faced a severe housing shortage following World War II that included both
the civilian sector and the military. Contemporary accounts recorded in the popular press and in
testimony during Congressional hearings on military housing documented housing conditions. The
existing inventory of on-base housing was ill-suited to meet the housing demand. Military housing
was dominated by limited numbers of permanent housing and temporary quarters designed for
wartime training and mobilization rather than postwar family life. The civilian rental market offered
little relief for the military housing shortage. The national housing shortage inflated rents in
residential markets. Often, military personnel were unable to afford decent housing and, in many
cases lived in substandard housing that lacked running water, indoor plumbing, and central heat.

All branches of the military faced re-enlistment problems, in large part due to the family
housing shortages and the poor condition of the few existing units. To address the shortfall, the
military establishment sought legislative action to increase the number and quality of family housing
units. The historic context presents a detailed discussion of the similarities and differences between
the Wherry, and Capehart programs and compares Wherry and Capehart housing to housing
constructed with appropriated funds. Property types are defined and designers identified. Changes
and modifications to the units over time are identified and the impact upon their integrity assessed.




2.3.2 Property Types

A property type is a group of individual properties that share physical or character-defining
features. Property types provide the link between history and real property. Several types of housing
were constructed under the Wherry and Capehart programs and with appropriated funds to alleviate
the military housing shortage. The types include:

Single-family detached dwellings,
Duplexes, and
Multi-family buildings comprising three, four, five, six, or eight units.

The Wherry and Capehart Acts resulted in the construction of family housing on a scale previously
unseen at Air Force and Navy bases. The programs also incorporated urban planning principles and
design philosophies from the 1950s in an effort to provide military housing comparable to civilian
housing of the period.

24 METHODOLOGY

Four primary tasks were completed during the course of the current study. These tasks were
archival research, field investigation, data synthesis, and report preparation. Data were collected and
analyzed to identify trends in post-World War Il suburbanization, to identify Air Force and Navy
family housing policies and programs, to identify post-World War II Air Force and Navy
demographics, and to identify architects, contractors, and builders associated with the three housing
programs.

2.4.1 Archival Research

Previous studies on Wherry and Capehart era housing were reviewed. Those studies included
“For Want of a Home...”” A Historic Context for Wherry and Capehart Military Family Housing (U.S.
Army Environmental Center 1996) and Housing an Army: The Wherry and Capehart Era Solutions to
the Postwar Family Housing Shortage (1949-1962) (U.S. Army Environmental Center 2003). These
reports, which discussed the legislative histories of the two programs and the design of the units,
provided the springboard for the current expanded study. In addition, cultural resources surveys
completed for the Naval Facilities Engineering Command Engineering Field Division South provided
background data and housing conditions at several Navy installations.

A comprehensive literature search of secondary sources uncovered broad themes in postwar
suburbanization and Federal housing policy. Researchers consulted resources on changing civilian
and military demographics. In addition, resources on contemporary house design and trends were
identified and synthesized. The resources consulted yielded information on the numerous reasons for
suburbanization and provided detailed analyses of housing policy. Published primary sources
reviewed included Congressional reports, hearings, and government documents. The Congressional
reports and hearings provided discussions on legislation, as well as statistics on the shortage of family
housing units and the number of units constructed. Statistical data obtained from the United States
Census Bureau provided information on population and housing trends. Repositories consulted during
general data collection included the Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; the University of
Maryland Library, College Park, Maryland; and the Navy Library, Washington, D.C.




Primary sources were reviewed at the National Archives and Records Administration, College
Park, Maryland; the Naval Facilities Engineering Command Archives, Port Hueneme, California; and
Headquarters, Air Force Housing Office, Crystal City, Virginia.

The collections of the National Archives included the files of key agencies, and provided
access to program memos and data collected for Congressional reports and hearings. Cartographic
records and still-picture records of the National Archives also were reviewed. The following Record
Groups at the National Archives were reviewed:

52 — (Navy) Bureau of Medicine and Surgery

71 — Bureau of Yards and Docks

80 — Department of the Navy (1804-1958)

127 — Marine Corps

207 — Department of Housing and Urban Development

340 — Office of the Secretary of the Air Force

341 — Headquarters U.S. Air Force (Air Staff)

342 — U.S. Air Force Commands, Activities, and Organizations
385 — Naval Facilities Engineering Command

428 — Department of the Navy (1941-1981)

Information on Navy projects was obtained from archival files at the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command Archives at Port Hueneme. This archives contained base-specific files of
architect-engineer and construction contracts and information on the composition and status of
projects; general files organized by topic that provided broad information on the Navy Wherry,
Capehart, and appropriated-funds programs; photos; and, drawings.

Information on architects and contractors associated with the Air Force Capehart program was
obtained from the Progress Reports for Capehart Housing Projects. Each service was required to
complete a report for each Capehart project at each installation. The reports included data on the
architect and engineering firm, the contractor, the number of units, the completion date, the overall
number of units constructed, the number of units constructed by rank and number of bedrooms, and a
general description of the materials. The Air Force Progress Reports were obtained from
Headquarters, Air Force Housing. A limited number of Progress Reports were found for the Navy and
none were found for the Marine Corps. The historical record on Wherry architects and contractors is
thin for both services. The lack of archival data suggests the Wherry program was more decentralized
than the Capehart program. The number of identified architects associated with the Wherry program
was significantly less. Research on the architects involved in the housing programs was conducted at
the American Institute of Architects library in Washington, D.C.

2.4.1.1 Research Challenges

The large number and nationwide distribution of Wherry and Capehart era housing presented
unique research challenges. Properties from the recent past frequently lack the body of established
scholarship associated with older resources. Although the housing programs were national in scope,
their decentralized nature resulted in decentralized records. Wherry and Capehart era projects were
administered at the installation and regional levels, with the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau
of Yards and Docks acting as project managers. Although other agencies were involved with project
design, the local nature of the projects and the types of records produced suggested that installations
kept the data. A review of retention policies indicated that agencies did not retain project-specific




documentation. Data related to program policies were not retained once new policies were developed.
Contracts for many individual Navy projects and several Marine Corps projects were retained by the
Navy and are housed at the Naval Facilities Engineering Command Archives, but similar data was
unavailable for Air Force projects. In many cases, plans, specifications, and contract documents for
individual housing projects were not forwarded for archiving on a national level. Each service
retained different types of data; what was available for the Navy was not necessarily available for the
Air Force.

Data were scattered throughout a number of repositories, including the National Archives and
Records Administration; the Library of Congress; the Naval Engineering Facilities Command
Archives; Headquarters, Air Force Housing Office; the Navy Library; and, the University of
Maryland. Site-specific data was gathered from the housing and real property offices at individual
Navy and Air Force bases. Other repositories that might have provided information but were not
consulted include the Navy operational archives, which was closed during the research phase, and the
National Museum of the Marine Corps, scheduled to open in late 2006.

Another research challenge in preparing this expanded historic context was to provide data on
the Air Force and Navy including a discussion on changing military demographics in relation to Air
Force and Navy family housing policy. Archival research was undertaken to compile data on the
number of married Air Force and Navy officers and enlisted personnel, number of dependents, and
general statistical data. The Air Force and Navy compiled little data on military families during the
period.

The lack of data on military families has challenged researchers for a number of years. In his
1970 study on enlisted men, Charles Moskos stated “(T)he military family is a most under-researched
topic” (Moskos 1970:68). Sociologists studying military families also noted the recent development
of the field. Contemporary Air Force memoranda express similar difficulty in obtaining statistics on
demographics. As one memorandum stated, the “Air Force Finance Center was asked for statistical
data but advised that it was not readily available” (Clark 1961:1).

Only recently has the military family been identified as a meaningful area of research and
investigation. This change in perception has arisen largely because of a growing concern and interest
by the military community “... as to the effect of the military on the family, and likewise, the effect of
the family on the military. Owing to the relative novelty of the topic, research on the military family
has suffered from nonproliferation of reports, difficulty in locating existing reports, and the
subsequent isolation of existing reports from the general public” [emphasis added] (McCubbin et al
1976:320). Research on Navy and Air Force demographics lagged behind that of the Army. When
researchers began exploring military demographics, they began with the largest military service: the
Army.

Until the late 1970s, research on military families focused on clinical services for families or
on families with special needs (Segal 1986:185). Since the late 1970s, the military, the media, and
social scientists have paid increasing attention to the study of military families as a broad topic (Segal
1986:185-186). It was not until the early 1970s that the Navy began to seriously study the military
family. Although the Navy studied the effects on families of returning prisoners of war, the agency,
Family Studies Branch, eventually expanded to include other studies on the Navy family. The Air
Force undertook a service-wide study on the family in 1979.

The armed services did not focus on the military family or develop policies or services
relevant to military families until the 1980s. The Department of Defense did not establish an office to
address family policy until 1986. The office evolved and became the Department of Defense Office of
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Family Policy, Support and Services in 1988. Its duties were expanded to include family policy,
family advocacy, and military family resource centers (Brown 1993:166). Marine Corps Family
Service Centers were established in 1980, and Air Force Family Support Centers were established in
1981. The Navy established Family Service Centers during the early 1980s. These centers provided
all manner of social and mental health services for members of the military and their families.

The limited information available on Air Force and Navy demographics was obtained from
marriage statistics provided during testimony at Congressional hearings, and in Department of
Defense reports on family housing. Limited statistics and overall historical information on women in
the armed forces were provided by non-military sources, such as the Women in Military Service for
America Memorial Foundation.

2.4.2  Field Investigation

Field visits to five Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps installations with inventories of
Wherry, Capehart, and appropriated-funds housing provided architectural data for the current study.
Criteria for site selection were developed in consultation with the Departments of the Navy and the Air
Force. A list of active bases with Wherry and Capehart era housing generated by the Air Force’s Real
Property Inventory Database and the Navy’s and Marine Corps’ Internet Navy Facility Assets Data
Store Management System database provided the basis for selecting the installations. Several criteria
were applied to the list to determine the best representative of Wherry and Capehart era
neighborhoods. Sites were selected to represent geographic diversity and bases whose housing stock
was not privatized by October 2005. In addition, site selection criteria considered the number of types
(Wherry, Capehart, or appropriated funds) and diversity of units (i.e. one-, two-, or three-bedroom
units); style and association with important architects or designers; ability to demonstrate post-World
War II planning principles and suburbanization themes; and, ability to represent post-World War 11
housing trends.

Field investigations included reviews of on-base historic records and on-site architectural
surveys. Building exteriors and interiors were inspected to document different housing types,
character-defining features, interior plans, construction materials, and architectural design common to
this class of housing. In addition, neighborhood layouts and landscape elements were surveyed.
Based on the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps databases, the five sites for case studies selected in
consultation with the Departments of the Air Force and the Navy, were:

e Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC), California (Naval Aviation Shore
Command);

e  Naval Support Activity (NSA) Mid-South, Tennessee (Command Navy Region
Southeast);

e  Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point, North Carolina (Commander
Marine Corps Air Bases East);

e  Mountain Home Air Force Base (AFB), Idaho (Air Combat Command); and,

e  Travis AFB, California (Air Mobility Command).
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In addition to architectural surveys, installation-level investigations included on-site research. Data
reviewed at the five installations included original architectural drawings, original floor plans, real
property cards that tracked changes over time, and statistics detailing the number of units originally
constructed versus the number of units extant. In addition, installation personnel knowledgeable about
the housing provided valuable information. The results of these investigations were incorporated into
the historic context and the case studies in Appendix A of this document.

2.4.3 Data Synthesis and Analysis

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation and technical guidance
developed by the National Register Program, the National Park Service, and the Departments of the
Navy and the Air Force were consulted in the development of the historic context. An analysis of
archival research and field data provided the framework developed for the context. The study
developed the historical themes of suburbanization, military history, and public policy as well as
identified housing types related to the housing programs. An examination of postwar housing and
important architects associated with the housing programs developed the theme of architecture.

25 REPORT ORGANIZATION
2.5.1 Report Organization

The current illustrated study is the result of an integrated program of archival research, site
investigation, data analysis, and report preparation undertaken in 2005. The results of the study are
presented in the following technical report, which is organized into the following chapters.

e Chapter 2, Introduction and Methods, details project objectives and methodology.

e Chapter 3, The Problem, presents the family housing challenge faced by the Air
Force and the Navy in the postwar years. This chapter also provides a brief
overview of the broad changes in postwar civilian culture and housing that
influenced the development of comparable military housing. Finally, government
policies and programs affecting civilian housing patterns in the postwar period are
explored.

e Chapter 4, Legislative Remedy: Wherry and Capehart Acts, presents a discussion
of the enactment and implementation of the Wherry and Capehart Acts.

e Chapter 5, Housing Constructed under Military Construction, Air Force and
Military Construction, Navy, presents a discussion of Air Force and Navy housing
construction funded through Federal appropriations.

e Chapter 6, The Solution: Wherry, Capehart, and Appropriated-Funds Housing,
discusses the design criteria adopted for Wherry, Capehart, and appropriated-
funds housing.. The designs of the resulting neighborhoods and dwellings are
analyzed.

e Conclusions and recommendations are presented in Chapter 7.
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Thirteen technical appendices support the narrative report.

e Summarized site reports for five installations containing Wherry, Capehart, and
appropriated-funds housing are contained in Appendix A.

e Architects and sponsors identified for Wherry, Capehart, and appropriated-funds
housing projects are found in Appendices B and C.

e A comprehensive list of Air Force and Navy Wherry, Capehart, and appropriated-
funds housing projects by installation is contained in Appendix D.

e A comprehensive list of Wherry, Capehart, and appropriated-funds housing in the
current Air Force and Navy inventories is provided in Appendix E.

e A analysis of case studies to determine properties of particular importance and
recommendations for properties of particular importance are included in

Appendices F and G.

e A list of Federal Housing Administration square footages by building type is
included in Appendix H.

e Federal housing legislation related to Wherry and Capehart era housing is
provided in Appendix .

e A glossary of key terms is included in Appendix J.
e A List of Acronyms is included as Appendix K.

e Oral history interviews with former residents of Wherry and Capehart housing are
provided in Appendix L.

e Resumes of project personnel appear in Appendix M.
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3.0 THEPROBLEM

3.1 SUMMARY

Following World War II, world political conditions mandated that the United States maintain
a large active-duty military comprising highly trained personnel. All branches of the military invested
substantially in training and recognized the advantages of personnel retention. Military family
housing conditions and shortages in the postwar years affected morale and force retention. Military
officials sought to encourage long-term commitments to military service by improving military family
housing to levels comparable to those found in the private sector (U.S. Senate 1954:26-7).

Several factors contributed to the housing problem. In the postwar period, the military revised
its housing policies, entitling enlisted personnel to family housing. The standing military was larger
than during earlier periods of peace, and greater numbers of enlisted personnel were accompanied by
dependents. As a result, military families competed for a limited number of living quarters.

In addition, much of the military’s housing stock consisted of deteriorating temporary housing
that had been built to support rapid military mobilization during the war years. Military spending in
the immediate postwar period focused on reorganization and readiness, not on the construction of
family housing. Finally, nationwide economic prosperity created higher national living standards and
released a pent-up demand for housing dating from the Depression and World War II. The resulting
civilian housing shortage gave military families few options for economical and convenient rental
housing. Military housing development comparable to that found in the private sector was one tool for
retaining quality personnel (U.S. Army Environmental Center [USAEC] 2003:3-1). The Air Force and
the Navy drew upon a successful history of family housing for officers, but faced the added challenge
of providing family housing on a large scale to enlisted personnel (USAEC 2003:3-1).

The following explores the factors contributing to the Air Force and Navy housing crisis. The
discussion provides overviews of the postwar Air Force and Navy, military family housing policies,
housing trends in the civilian market that influenced military family housing, and government policies
that influenced housing construction during the postwar period.

3.2 THE POSTWAR AIR FORCE AND NAVY
3.2.1 Introduction

The United States armed forces dramatically expanded in size when compared to pre-World
War II levels. The adversarial relationship between the Soviet Union and Western allies evolved into
the prolonged tensions of the Cold War period (USAEC 2003:3-2). Previously isolationist, U.S.
foreign policy shifted focus to deterring worldwide Communist expansion. The military services
developed new technologies, including nuclear weapons, to counter this threat. The Air Force, with its
air delivery power, was essential to this strategy. The Navy expanded its worldwide presence and
developed new conventional and nuclear capabilities (USAEC 1997:16, 23; Isenberg 1993:134).

In order to attract and to retain the skilled military professionals necessary to support foreign
policy, the Department of Defense recognized the need to revise its restrictive policies on married
personnel and to provide more family housing. Both the Air Force and Navy faced massive housing
shortages, and neither service immediately received funding to alleviate the problem in a meaningful
way through traditional military construction procedures. As a result, both services relied on
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temporary World War Il-era buildings. Congress soon began to address the housing shortage through
legislation.

3.2.2 Post-World War Il Foreign Policy

The United States pursued an expanded role in international policy after World War II, as
relations deteriorated with the Soviet Union, one of the four allied powers during the war. Communist
governments assumed power in Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, and Czechoslovakia. In a well-
known 1946 speech in Fulton, Missouri, Great Britain’s Prime Minister, Winston Churchill, declared
that the Soviets were lowering an “Iron Curtain” across Europe. Following these developments,
American foreign policy shifted focus to deterring Communist expansion. In April 1949, the United
States, Canada, and ten western European nations formed the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) as part of a pact to provide mutual defense. Meanwhile, the Soviet Union formed the
Warsaw Pact of Communist-controlled nations. These new military obligations required quick
mobilization and an ongoing military presence in friendly foreign nations (USAEC 2003:3-2; USAEC
1997:15-20). The United States also addressed national defense. Earlier in its history, the United
States had relied on the country’s isolation between two oceans for protection from foreign aggression,
but potential adversaries now could attack the country by air.

Despite this threat, both the Truman and the Eisenhower administrations favored fiscal
austerity in U.S. military budgets. The United States and the Soviet Union both possessed the
technology for nuclear weapons. The United States deployed atomic bombs over Hiroshima and
Nagasaki at the end of World War II, while the Soviet Union successfully detonated an atomic bomb
in September 1949. U.S. foreign policy emphasized containing Communist expansion through the
threat of nuclear retaliation. Eisenhower’s approach was called the “New Look” policy. For
budgetary as well as strategic reasons, the New Look policy increased reliance on air power for both
weapons delivery and domestic defense, and decreased reliance on more expensive conventional
ground forces (USAEC 2003:3-2; USAEC 1997:16, 19, 23).

3.2.3 Armed Forces Reorganization and Weapons and Doctrine Development

The National Security Act of 1947 consolidated the Army, Navy, and newly independent Air
Force under the National Military Establishment headed by the Secretary of Defense. Each of the
three branches was led by a civilian secretary who reported to the Secretary of Defense. Amendments
to the National Security Act in 1949 changed the name of the National Military Establishment to the
Department of Defense. Previously, the Army and the Navy operated autonomously from each other.
The Army operated the air branch. The Navy had its own department. The Marines had some
autonomy from the Navy. The postwar consolidation allowed the military to marshal its resources
holistically toward confronting the nuclear threat (USAEC 1997:19; USAEC 2003:3-2, 3-3).

The need to address the postwar nuclear threat and to respond to global defense influenced
weapons development and doctrines in both the Air Force and the Navy. The Air Force emerged as
the primary military branch responsible for the delivery of nuclear weapons and defense of the nation.
The Navy expanded its global presence to provide conventional military support, while also
developing technologies that would enable it to respond to a nuclear threat.

The Truman and Eisenhower presidential administrations endorsed increased funding for the
Air Force, particularly for long-range strategic bombers (USAEC 1997:16). Eisenhower also favored
funding for missile development for the Air Force’s Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) and

16



the Navy’s Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs) (USAEC 1997:23). Supercarriers were
developed that were large enough to support aircraft that carried nuclear weapons (Isenberg
1993:342).

Navy planners envisioned an offensive strategy combining submarine warfare and aerial
bombardment, via aircraft carrier, of Russian airfields, depots, factories, shipyards, and bases
(Isenberg 1993:130-1). The strategy also maintained an ongoing Naval presence in areas of the world,
such as the Mediterranean, where tensions existed between Communist-allied and western-allied
groups (Isenberg 1993:134).

3.2.4 Postwar Military Budgets

Although higher than pre-World War II levels, military spending was reduced drastically after
the war. President Eisenhower was noted for his fiscal conservatism. When he became president in
1953, Eisenhower cut the previous administration’s $50 billion annual military budget to $40 billion,
and maintained this level until he left office in 1961 (Isenberg 1963:573). The Air Force, however,
received the majority of this funding because of its primary role in addressing the nuclear threat
(USAEC 2003:3-3).

Cost-cutting affected the Army more that the Navy, but the Navy struggled to identify its
postwar funding requirements as it worked to redefine its mission (Isenberg 1993:81-2). The Navy
maintained a global presence, but “around the world, the fleet operated on a relative shoestring, with a
true worldwide strategic role seemingly denied by the Air Force and its atomic bomb” (Isenberg
1993:141). In mid-1949, the Navy’s global presence included two cruisers, one destroyer squadron,
and one small amphibious assault group in the western Pacific; a cruiser and four destroyers
supporting the occupation of Japan and Korea; and a carrier, four cruisers, and one or two destroyer
squadrons in the Mediterranean.

3.2.5 Size of the Air Force and the Navy

While the size of the armed forces was reduced during the immediate postwar period,
personnel numbers were consistently high during the Cold War (USAEC 2003:3-4). The size of the
military was reduced from more than 10.7 million personnel in 1945 to approximately 1.3 million in
1947. The personnel level of more than 2 million during the 1950s and 1960s was higher than any
peacetime military in U.S. history (U.S. Department of Defense 2004:41). Strength levels further
peaked in response to military mobilization during such military actions as Korea and Vietnam.

In 1949, Air Force strength totaled 418,000 (U.S. Senate 1949b:74). Air Force size nearly
doubled in 1951, to 788,381, and totaled nearly 1 million by 1955. While the size of the Air Force
declined through 1960, the service was close in size to the Army, the branch with the most personnel
(U.S. Department of Defense Directorate for Information Operations and Reports n.d.). This
personnel strength reflected the Air Force’s central role in the U.S. policy to contain Communism
through nuclear deterrence.

The size of the Navy was 451,276 in 1949, approximately 20 per cent of its strength in 1946.
Following a peak of 824,265 in 1952 during the Korean Conflict, the Navy’s strength declined steadily
through the 1950s. In 1962, Navy strength was 655,964, and increased throughout the decade (Naval
Historical Center 1997). The size of the Marine Corps dropped from 93,053 in 1947 to 74,279 in 1950
(U.S. Marine Corps History and Museums Division 2005). In response to the Korean Conflict, Marine
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Table 2. Army Air Forces, Navy, and Marine Corps Personnel Strength 1935-1945

Fiscal Year | Army Air Forces* Navy Marine Corps
1935 15,945 95,053 17,260
1936 16,863 106,292 17,248
1937 18,572 113,617 18,223
1938 20,196 119,088 18,356
1939 22,387 125,202 19,432
1940 51,185 215,273 28,345
1941 152,125 383,150 54,539
1942 764,415 1,259,167 142,613
1943 2,197,114 2,381,116 308,523
1944 2,372,292 3,201,755 475,604
1945 2,282,259 3,405,525 474,680

*The Army Air Forces, located within the Army, was the predecessor to
the independent Air Force created in 1947

Source: www.usaaf.net, Naval Historical Center, United States Marine
Corps History and Museums Division

Table 3. Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps Personnel Strength 1950-1962

Fiscal Year | Air Force Navy Marine Corps
1950 411,277 380,739 74,279
1951 788,381 736,596 192,620
1952 983,261 824,265 231,967
1953 977,593 794,440 249,219
1954 947,918 725,720 223,368
1955 959,946 | 660,695 205,170
1956 909,958 | 669,925 200,780
1957 919,835 | 676,071 200,861
1958 871,156 639,942 189,495
1959 840,435 625,661 175,571
1960 814,752 616,987 170,621
1961 821,151 626,223 176,909
1962 884,025 664,212 190,962

Source: United States Department of Defense, Directorate for Information
Operations and Reports

Corps strength was increased. The USMC grew to 192,920 in 1951 and reached a wartime peak of
249,219 in 1953. Staffing levels declined through 1960, only to rise again during that decade in
response to the conflict in Vietnam (U.S. Marine Corps History and Museums Division 2005).

3.2.6  Air Force and Navy Family Housing Policies

The Department of Defense recognized the need to provide family housing to a large active-
duty military force. Trained, skilled professionals were required to develop and operate military
weapons and technology of increased complexity and sophistication. The military competed with
private-sector industry to retain highly trained personnel. The military recognized that poor housing
conditions were a deterrent to personnel retention and worked to correct these conditions as an
inducement to re-enlistment. Most officers and upper-grade enlisted personnel were married and
accompanied by dependents, a drastic change from military life in the pre-World War II period.
Surveys completed by departing personnel indicated that the lack of adequate family housing was a
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primary reason for separating from the service. Departure rates were highest among the most highly
skilled personnel (Office of the Secretary of Defense 1961:1-2).

Providing family housing to large numbers of personnel represented a change from family
housing policies before World War II. The Army, the home service for many aviators prior to the
establishment of the Air Force in 1947, “historically provided officer family housing on permanent
installations but did not extend family housing to lower-ranking enlisted personnel” (USAEC 2003:3-
5). Indeed, before 1940, enlisted men were discouraged from marrying (USAEC 2003:3-5).

The Navy began to assign ships to home ports in 1905 and added amenities to shipyards to
support sailors and their families (Department of Defense 2004:18). Family housing was not,
however, extended to enlisted men. After World War I, the Navy extended family housing to all
officers and enlisted men assigned to isolated stations, and to key officers and enlisted men at other
stations. On 16 September 1948, the Acting Secretary of the Navy directed that annual public works
programs identify the family housing needed to implement this policy (Phillips 1948:1-2, 4-5).

3.2.7 Historical Overview of Policies on Marriage, Family, and Social Services

Historically, the armed forces did not accommodate married enlisted personnel or provide
services to their families. Married personnel accompanied by families usually were officers; enlisted
men did not serve accompanied by wives or children (USAEC 2003:3-5, 3-6).

In the nineteenth-century Navy, both officers and enlisted men primarily lived aboard ships,
even while in port. These accommodations did not afford room for families (Fairbanks and Lovelace
1956:18-19).

Formal family support services for enlisted personnel were not available on Army installations
in the early twentieth century during the period when the Army developed its first aviation divisions.
Schools were not incorporated into installation designs, and military benefits, such as rations and
medical care, were not extended to the families of enlisted men (USAEC 2003:3-6).

During World War II, Army policies changed as married people enlisted or were drafted.
Nevertheless, military families received minimal support. Before the 1942 Army Emergency Relief
Program, Army families facing crises arising from the upheaval of rapid mobilization were addressed
informally (USAEC 2003:3-6). Sailors were willing to endure long periods of separation from their
families to support the war effort (Zumwalt 1978). After the war, many sailors left the Navy and re-
enlistment rates dropped (Zumwalt 1978). Re-enlistment rates rose when personnel were granted two
months leave immediately after the war ended (Zumwalt 1978). Admiral Elmo Zumwalt Jr. observed
that during peace, many military personnel expressed anger and frustration over limited time spent
with their families (Zumwalt 1978).

Candidates for first enlistments in the Navy could not be married, and Navy nurses were
unmarried women (Greenleaf and Zeran 1942:16, 20). Single or married men could volunteer for the
Army Air Forces as air or ground crew aviation cadets, but these officer candidates were required to
submit a signed statement confirming that their dependents had means of support (Greenleaf and
Zeran 1942:12, 13). Aviation students, who served as enlisted personnel, could enlist only if they
were single, while married enlisted technicians were accepted (Greenleaf and Zeran 1942:14, 15).
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During the early 1950s, the ratio of time at sea to time on shore for Navy personnel favored
sea assignment. For example, a radarman served 13.6 years at sea for every year of shore duty and
machinist mates served 18 years at sea to every two-year tour of shore duty (Zumwalt 1978).

In a 1977 speech delivered at a conference on military family research, Admiral Zumwalt
attributed the postwar emphasis on family time to the influence of military wives (Zumwalt 1978).
Historically, wife and children were secondary to commitments to the armed services (Kaslow and
Ridenour 1984:xiii). Women who married military officers agreed “to become part of the service way
of life that revolves around and flows from the man’s military obligations and relationships” (Kaslow
and Ridenour 1984 :xiii).

By the late 1960s, “many more wives than in the earlier years were not going to put up with
the continual moving around” that disrupted careers and undermined family and community ties
(Zumwalt 1978). Many military spouses contributed to the support of their families and were reluctant
to derail careers and uproot children to move to another base. Postwar military working spouses were
asked to make greater personal and financial sacrifices than the historical military wife who did not
work outside the home (Zumwalt 1978). Those who made the sacrifice “were finding themselves
increasingly less enchanted with military careers of their husbands” (Zumwalt 1978). This
disenchantment influenced requests for extended shore duty and requests for reassignment (Zumwalt
1978).

The end of the military service draft and the establishment of the all-volunteer military in 1973
forced a re-evaluation of the role of dependents. In order to attract and retain qualified personnel, the
military was forced to respond to the needs of military families (Kupchella 1993:242). The military
competed with the private sector for qualified, highly trained personnel (Kupchella 1993:242).
Changes included expanding career opportunities for women, relaxing policies on women’s
dependents, and developing more family-oriented programs, such as day-care centers, youth programs,
and family advocacy (Kupchella 1993:242).

In 1972, the Navy established a research office to collect research data and to provide
rehabilitation and medical care to former prisoners of war and their families. The Family Studies
Branch within the Center for Prisoner of War Studies was established to provide assistance to these
families (Brown 1978). The Navy convened the first Navy-wide conference on the family in 1978
(Brown 1993:165). The Navy’s first Family Service Center opened at Norfolk Naval Base in 1980
(Brown 1993:165).

The Families in Blue, published in 1980, presented the results of a service-wide survey of
family life in the Air Force (Brown 1993:165). In spring 1980, the Air Force created the Air Force
Office of Family Matters, which sponsored the first Air Force Conference on Families in September
1980 (Brown 1993:165). The first Family Support Center program was established in July 1981
(Brown 1993:165).

3.2.8 Postwar Marriage Rates and Demographics

During the 1950s, the Air Force and the Navy shifted from services staffed predominantly by
single men to services staffed predominantly by married personnel accompanied by dependents. In
1955, 85 per cent of Air Force officers and 80 per cent of Navy officers were married (Secretary of
Defense 1961:22). The Navy figure represented a dramatic increase over the 1920s, when one in four
officers was married. The shift prompted Assistant Secretary of the Navy Albert Pratt to describe the
Navy as a “married Navy” (U.S. Senate 1957:1). In addition, the average age at which officers
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married declined. Before World War 11, Naval officers’ average age at marriage was 26; after the war,
it was 22 (U.S. Senate 1957:1).

The number of married Air Force enlisted men doubled during the late 1950s, from 20 per
cent in 1955 to 40 per cent in 1961. Twenty per cent of enlisted Navy men were married in 1955,
while 32 per cent were married in 1961 (Secretary of Defense 1961:22).

Women represented another demographic group in the military of the 1950s. Both the number
of women and role that they served in the military had grown steadily during the first half of the
twentieth century. Nearly 400,000 women served in the armed forces during World War II, more than
the entire male troop strength in 1939 (Women in Military Service for America Memorial Foundation,
Inc. n.d.). Women were poised to play a significant and expanded role in the military after the war.
The Women’s Armed Services Integration Act of 1948 permitted women to serve in all military
branches (Women in Military Service for America Memorial Foundation, Inc. n.d.).

However, the cultural norms of the 1950s limited the opportunities available to women. The
Integration Act established quotas and limited the number of enlisted women to two per cent of total
enlisted strength; female officers further were restricted in number to ten per cent of enlisted female
personnel strength. Female officers were prohibited from advancing above the rank of Lieutenant
Colonel in the Army and Air Force or above Commander in the Navy (Burrelli 1996:3). In 1951,
Executive Order 10240 authorized the armed forces to discharge women who became pregnant, gave
birth, or became a parent though adoption (U.S.House of Representatives 2002). “(T)he military
offered women far more restrictive opportunities than in World War II. During the 1950s,
opportunities for any but traditional job assignments declined significantly. More than half the women
worked in ‘pink collar’ positions such as personnel and administration, and their basic training
included stereotypical ‘women’s’ classes such as makeup and etiquette lessons” (Women in Military
Service for America Memorial Foundation, Inc. n.d.).

Congress did not redress gender-based limits in the military until 1967, when it repealed the
two per cent quota on female enlisted strength. The minimum enlistment age without parental consent
was equalized with men in 1974. Women were admitted to the three major service academies in 1976.
Other changes made between 1978 and 1994 removed restrictions on duty assignments in the Navy
and the Air Force (Burrelli 1996:3).

The armed services did not compile demographic data on personnel and their families during
the postwar period. Researchers conducting research on military families as late as the 1990s
lamented the lack of demographic data on the armed services. One researcher noted that “there are no
DoD-wide standard sources currently available to accurately describe demographic characteristics of
military members and their families” (Kupchella 1993:243). The methodologies used to compile the
limited available data often conflicted. For example, some studies defined a single parent as a parent
with a cohabitating minor dependent, while other defined a single parent as a service member who
paid child support (Kupchella 1993:243). The Army, as the armed forces’ largest service, was the first
to develop a family demographics system in 1990 (Kupchella 1993:243). By the late twentieth
century, the military evolved from a predominately single, white male force to a military reflecting
cultural diversity in its personnel and dependents (Kupchella 1993:244).

3.2.9 Postwar Air Force and Navy Housing Conditions

In the postwar period, family housing competed for Federal dollars with other operational
priorities in military budgets. In a 1951 report on substandard housing and rent gouging, Secretary of
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Defense Robert Lovett noted that “the competing demands for operational facilities, for armament, and
for other items have usually found high positions in priority, with the result that funds for housing
have been relatively meager” (Gilpatric 1951:2-3). The Air Force determined that a total of 121,000
family housing units were needed in 1949. Only 17,954 units were included in the Air Force
inventory and 36 per cent, or 6,397 of these units, were substandard. Housing construction did not
keep pace with need. The Air Force built 4,318 houses in 1947, none in 1948, and 907 in 1949 (U.S.
House of Representatives 1949a:8). A 1951 survey of off-base housing availability near 135 major
U.S. Air Force bases found reasonably priced family housing available in sufficient numbers near 12
bases. Near 75 bases, there was either no family housing or extremely limited, expensive housing.
Personnel assigned to these bases were advised against bringing their families. At the remaining 48
bases, reasonably priced family housing was limited (U.S. Senate 1951:32-34).

The situation was similar for the Navy. In 1951, 44,000 shore-based Navy personnel required
family housing. At that time, the Navy controlled 39,842 temporary low-cost rental units consisting of
defense housing, Quonset huts, and trailers. Fourteen thousand of the Navy’s low-cost rental units
were substandard. The Navy also needed additional family housing at home ports for families of Naval
personnel stationed at sea (U.S. House of Representatives1949:13).

The acute housing shortage forced Air Force and Navy personnel to rent substandard housing
at exorbitant rents. Personnel could not be assigned to bases and activities without housing, thus
affecting the mission. As late as 1951, the housing shortage in Wichita, Kansas was so acute that
production of the new B-47 bomber was “seriously delayed” (Gilpatric 1951:5). The Wichita Area
Labor-Management Committee and the Kansas City Regional Defense Mobilization Committee
requested that the military take immediate action to build several thousand housing units (Gilpatric
1951:5). A Rear Admiral testified to a Senate committee in 1949 that Naval personnel “are occupying
accommodations far below acceptable standards — in trailers, tourist cabins, and so forth” (U.S. Senate
1949b:49).

In an Air Force survey conducted in September 1948, 59 per cent of married men reported
they intended to re-enlist; positive responses rose to 79 per cent of respondents queried on whether
housing would influence their re-enlistment decisions (U.S. Senate 1949b:64). One reason cited for
the Navy’s housing crisis was the discrepancy between private sector rents and rents enlisted men
could afford (U.S. Senate 1949b:54).

The Department of Defense advocated the passage of Federal rent-control legislation to
protect service members and defense workers. Under amendments to the Defense Production Act of
1950, the Secretary of Defense and the Director of Defense Mobilization were charged with
identifying critical defense housing areas appropriate for government rent controls (Gilpatric 1951:3).
During 1951, the services worked with the Federal Office of Rent Stabilization and other Federal
agencies to encourage property owners in such communities to provide military family housing. They
encouraged property owners to use loans guaranteed through the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) to rehabilitate substandard or vacant housing and to convert large houses or non-residential
buildings to multi-family residential use.

Property owners were assisted in determining fair and reasonable rental rates (U.S. Senate
1951:35-38). In 1950, the Navy increased the amount of off-base family housing available for rent
near the Camp Lejune Marine Corps base, in North Carolina, by publicizing its housing need through
radio and newspaper announcements, speeches to civic organizations, and notifications to real estate
agents and local government officials. Within 30 days, 623 vacancies were located (U.S. Senate
1951:90-91).
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3.2.9.1 Postwar Housing Conditions in Alaska

During the early postwar period, Alaska was considered a strategic location “in the first line of
national defense” (“Development Program of the Alaskan Command” 1949:3). However, Alaska
installations consisted mostly of temporary World War II buildings erected to support the wartime
mission as layover or launching points. Existing infrastructure could not accommodate the proposed
deployment of larger numbers of personnel (“Development Program of the Alaskan Command”
1949:3). Housing shortages in Alaska were particularly acute. Little housing was available on base,
and the nearby small towns were unable to provide rental units. In 1948, Ladd AFB, near Fairbanks,
had a housing inventory of 133 housing units for 869 families of officers and enlisted men. In
addition, 24 units were available for 417 civilian families (Goodyear 1948:1). At Eielson AFB,
approximately 25 miles south of Fairbanks, 1,206 family quarters were needed in 1949; none were
available. Projections for 1950 and 1951 forecasted that approved construction would reduce the
shortage by 241 units (“Construction Plans, Alaskan Command” 1949:4). At the three bases
comprising the Alaskan Air Command, the family housing shortage for 1952 was projected at 4,664
units (“Staff Study” 1949:2).

Little housing was available off-base in surrounding towns. Landlords charged exorbitant
rates for limited, low-quality housing. For example, in Fairbanks, outside Ladd AFB, a Second
Lieutenant and his family rented two rooms of a log cabin for $150 per month, a price that did not
include access to water or a bathroom. Often, multiple families shared houses, with common kitchens
and bathrooms. Non-residential buildings and structures, such as Quonset huts and GI vehicle crates,
were adapted for housing. In addition to excessive rents, landlords also imposed such terms as
advance rental payments and curfews (Goodyear 1948:1-11).

High construction costs contributed to the state’s housing deficit. Building materials cost 200
to 500 per cent more than in the continental United States (Goodyear 1948:1-11). Utilities, such as
water, sewer, and electricity, were not widely available, but were a requisite to new housing. Severe
weather conditions necessitated the installation of equipment to heat water and sewer lines to prevent
freezing (Cone 1949:1).

The lack of adequate family housing affected military readiness. = The housing shortage
affected morale as military family members were separated from one another. These effects were
noted by the chaplains of Ladd AFB in their support for the installation of 100 trailers on the base in
1948. Wing Chaplain William E. Powers wrote: “This separation of husbands from wives and fathers
from their children is beginning to eat cancer-like into the fiber of the foundation of our nation — the
home” (Powers 1948:1).

Among the supporting documentation for the 1948 Ladd trailer proposal was a resignation
letter submitted by the general manager of the base exchange. This letter read, in part, “It was my
sincere desire that I could fulfill the terms of the contract and particularly at Ladd A.F.B. Exchange
which offers a challenge to one’s ability, but due to apparently uncontrollable circumstances,
especially as applying to quarters for my wife and myself on the post, I feel I could not justifiably
subject her to the undesirable, outrageously priced housing facilities offered in the city of Fairbanks”
(Henry 1948).

The family housing deficiency also affected troop deployment to Alaska, especially for
enlisted personnel. Existing bachelor officer quarters generally could accommodate married officers in
accordance with guidelines allowing temporary overcrowding. However, at Ladd AFB and Fort
Richardson, existing barracks could not house all married enlisted men, forcing the installations to
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resort to substandard, temporary construction. Thus, the number of personnel approved for
deployment could not be housed (“Construction Plans, Alaskan Command” 1949:5-6).

3.2.10 Postwar Air Force and Navy Pay Rates and Basic Allowance for Quarters

3.2.10.1 Pay Rates

Monthly pay was based on grade and years of service. In the immediate postwar period,
Congress noted that while sections of the military pay structure had been adjusted during the twentieth
century, an overall realignment had not been made for more than 40 years. Lawmakers sought to
revise technical provisions of the pay system and to increase pay scales. Congress hoped “to establish
for the uniformed services a compensation pattern which will tend to attract and retain first-class
personnel in the armed services” (U.S. Senate 1949a:2089-91).

In April 1949, pay for enlisted personnel ranged from $75 for a private with less than three
years experience to $247.50 for a master sergeant with more than 30 years experience. For warrant
officers, pay ranged from $180 for those with less than three years experience, to $412.50 for a chief
warrant officer with more than 30 years experience. Officer pay ranged from $180 for a second
lieutenant with less than five years experience to $733.33 for a General with more than 30 years
experience (U.S. Senate 1949b:66-67) (Table 4).

Later that year, the Career Compensation Act of 1949 increased the monthly pay scale. For
enlisted personnel, the new scale ranged from $75 for the lowest grade with less than four months
experience to $294 for the highest grade with more than 30 years experience. Warrant officers
received a range of $210.98 for the lowest grade with less than two years experience to $465.60 for the
highest grade with more than 30 years experience. Commissioned officers received $213.75 for the
lowest grate with less than two years experience to $954.75 for the highest grade with more than 30
years experience (U.S. Public Law 351 1949:819-820).

Amendments to the Career Compensation Act in 1958 increased basic pay for all grades based
on years of service. The pay scale for enlisted personnel ranged from $78 for less than four months of
service at the lowest grade to $440 for more than 30 years of service at the highest grade. Warrant
officers were paid $219.42 for less than two years of service at the lowest grade to $595 for over 30
years of service at the highest grade. For commissioned officers, pay ranged from $222.30 for less
than two years of service at the lowest grade to $1,700 for more than 30 years of service at the highest
grade (U.S. Public Law 85-422 1958:148-150). Table 5 compares pay rates authorized in the Career
Compensation Act of 1949 with the 1958 amendments.

3.2.10.2 Quarters Allowances

The Career Compensation Act of 1949 authorized a basic allowance for quarters
commensurate with pay grade and existence of dependents. The first three grades of enlisted personnel
and grade four personnel with less than seven years of service received $45, regardless of dependents.
The quarters allowance for grade four enlisted personnel with more than seven years’ experience and
the top three enlisted grades was $45 without dependents and $67.50 with dependents. Quarters
allowances ranged from $60 without dependents and $75 with dependents for first-grade warrant and
commissioned officers to $82.50 without dependents and $105 with dependents for fourth grade
warrant and commissioned officers. For the top four grades of commissioned officers, quarters
allowances ranged from $90 without dependents and $120 with dependents for grade five officers to
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